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Welcome 

Review Feedback received from last meeting 

Uniqueness Issues : Current State vs Future State Proposed (Discussion) 

eInduction Error Issues: Current State 

Open Discussion 

 

Next Meeting’s Discussion Items 
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Agenda 



Current State 

1. Invoices are planned to all go to eDoc Submitter 

for errors exceeding threshold, even when errors 

are out of their direct control. 
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Isn’t It All About Improving Quality? 

1. The Current State: 

A. Pros: 

1. Common Invoicing process planned for all error types and programs 

2. It’s a baseline model and someplace to start 

3. Thresholds can be adjusted to accommodate real world experience 

B. Cons: 

1. All errors and invoice go to eDoc Submitter even ones that are out of their control 

2. Model will lead to extra costs for eDoc Submitter for chasing down errors and collections 

that are not theirs while placing their own businesses at financial risk 

3. USPS will have a difficult time collecting invoice from responsible party and much wasted 

costs for industry and USPS researching disputes 

4. Is this really addressing the true cost of poor quality of the error type to USPS with the 

responsible party? 

5. Should we be talking postage or real cost of poor quality to USPS? What’s fair? 

6. Doesn’t address the complex Supply Chain realities that go into manufacturing the product 

that USPS finally accepts, processes, and delivers. 

7. If Industry and USPS knew the answer to #5, maybe we wouldn’t need a more 

comprehensive solution if the problem we are looking to solve is really not that costly 

 

Does the 163 Solution proposed last week improve 

upon the current state for the Supply Chain? 
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Uniqueness Reference Table 

VALID MID Primary MID 

Owner (CRID) 

Uniqueness 

Manager (UM) 

(CRID) 

Comments 

MID Container nnnnnnn yyyyyyy If UM blank, then MID owns 

MID Handling 

Unit 

nnnnnnn yyyyyyy If UM blank, then MID owns 

 

MID Piece bbbbbbb rrrrrrr If UM blank, then MID owns 

 

Uniqueness Solution Proposal 

• Primary MID Owner (CRID): is previously provided to USPS 

for MID used in each barcode for Uniqueness validation. This 

is responsible party to inform USPS. This must be done prior 

to eDoc submission. 

• Uniqueness Manager (CRID) Definition: is any party in the 

supply chain that may be managing uniqueness compliance 

for the container, HU, or piece  



Future State:  Proposed Rules – for Discussion  

1. MID Owner for each MID used on a Piece, Handling Unit, or Container is responsible to 

identify Uniqueness Manager’s CRID. 

2. Uniqueness Manager needs to have access to update and correct MID references where 

they no longer have a relationship or responsibility as of a specific date. 

3. Suggested data input  for USPS reference data table on Business Customer Gateway, 

XML, or flat file import 

4. If eDoc Submitter owns MID and manages uniqueness errors will show on their scorecard 

ONLY for Uniqueness errors where they are BOTH MID owner AND Uniqueness 

Manager subject to thresholds. 

5. If MID owner is Mail owner and they manage uniqueness themselves as Uniqueness 

Manager internally, then they will receive a scorecard that flags only errors where they 

are identified as BOTH MID Owner AND Uniqueness Manager subject to thresholds. 

6. Uniqueness Manager should receive their own scorecard subject to the same or different 

thresholds where they manage uniqueness. They should only see errors where they are 

referenced as Uniqueness Manager by MID Owner. Detailed drill downs will cite detail by 

MID, CRID and Job ID where errors can be disputed.  

7. If the MID Owner fails to identify the Uniqueness Manager then the errors  and any 

threshold exceeding errors will belong to the Primary MID Owner of the piece, Handling 

Unit, or Container, if not corrected and updated by the 5th day after calendar month ends. 
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Future State –  Challenges, etc.  (Cont’d ) 

1. There will be obvious concerns about: 

A.  human error on data entry, 

B.  change of suppliers without notification,  

C. cutover between supplier as to date, mailing, etc. 

D. Postage or invoice payment mechanism between USPS and Uniqueness Manager 

players if not a current permit /account holder 

E. Incorrect Uniqueness Manager identification 

2. Everyone would have “skin in the game “ regarding quality 

A. Service Suppliers would all be measured by USPS and each have a scorecard 

B. Distribution , identification, and quicker troubleshooting possible on systemic issues 

that cross multiple eDoc Submitters especially on software issues 

3. Will this Future State model as described from a rules perspective work for every 

other quality  error? 

A. Each responsible party in the Supply Chain is only invoiced for the errors they 

control and own. 

B. There could be Pros and Cons to applying the same threshold logic with this model 

especially for smaller mailers or MSPs. 

C. Potential remedy maybe a declaration by eDoc Submitter on calendar year or 

monthly basis as to whether they prefer to be invoiced under current method or this 

new TBD Future State 
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Current State: Last WG 138- eInduction Direction 

8 



Current State of eInduction (Cont’d) 
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Current State of eInduction (Cont’d) 
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Open Discussion 



Next Meeting 

1. Review Action Items 

2. Face to Face Meeting at MTAC- 11AM EST (8/19) 

3. Questions? 
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If you would like to contact a specific Workgroup Leader, here are our emails: 

 

• USPS Work Group Leads:  

o Randy Workman (randy.l.workman@usps.gov) 

o Bob Rosser (bob.rosser@iwco.com ) 

 

 

 
Contact Information 

mailto:randy.l.workman@usps.gov
mailto:bob.rosser@iwco.com

